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Ifest ta r»pl y 1» tb* aaseertag affidavit of Jaba flu Ifcltimg, I desire to 
point out %* falloeisgt 

"Si^i respect to tb» daalel tfeat J nos paiS for eerie that was sot used ta 
o® a per Ilea basis, £ aa eties&iag fe e g S M tSfc typical atateaeats and stabs 
isileatiag Mil aa.3 pajaoai tlereoa nker© 1 iw jaaii at tft* ogxoofi rate of Tea 
tft&aAO} Sellars per day or aa. eight boar day Maft** the tSxe feeing eeapabed in 
mrnm Mils la tens® of boars ant xSsa&ea. flaw laeiade ststoww&te of f aaoazy 
11% tad laws 17%. 

la ewaiaetioE of %e foregoing statssseat* Mil ia&eefee that I was paid sot 


wh3e ettfeoegb titis story 
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X point out that the moneys X tat ao« claiming were earned daring a substantial 
portion of l$tt* tie year during which bad bees paid $ 2 , 500 .00 as referred to in Mr* 
tei ting's affidavit. 

®a ring my oorraapondence bad with Mr. *s®epfc First -site was referred to. is Mr* 

Ifhi ting’s affidavit and sere particularly is ay letter addressed to him under date 

of March 3rd, 1942, I urate -to his is part as follows: 

•I think you can sow understand why X feel as 1 do about this natter, ant X 
think it moat be apparent to you thy X consider X as being stalled* 1 see 
ns reason why this should be. Upon your personal assurance that X as net 
being stalled, I will net inacediatoly take further action. From that Seth 
Sogers has bold me about you, X tfeiak X can take your w»M« Xm your can- 
eluding paragraph you refer to the in cose tax problem ©f your auditing 
department. I a view of Ain, X don't suppose it is necessary bo emphasise 
to you the taportaaoe to a* of a rapid settlement of this matter because of 
ay income tax problem. I trust you will, if it .is within your pxoTiaee, 
see te it that this matter is sattled^iimediately* 

Xou vd.ll recall that in my letter X asked you to call am if there is any 
farther explanation yam desire* X do net new feel that you or GLXCK seed 
any further information, but If you feel otherwise, X repeat my telephone 
member is Bi strict 2106. 


It mill be noted that X offered t© answer any and all gaesbiems and repeated 
*y telephone amber for that purpose* X anxiously stayed et tease in order to await 
a telephone call on the following day, hut sens was forth eoaiag. Instead X received 
a letter under date of March ?th fro® Mr. Jlret much letter «aa received nine days 
.late because of it being improperly addressed te. me, which letter and envelop* is 
annexed hereto and is chi eh Mr. Mrst definitely states *** *y®« will te able te go 
back te VatdUngten with a mutually agreeable check." 

fhia letter mas written te ms after X had retained eouasel mi correspondence 
thereafter fallowed between my attorneys sad Mr. First without any results* 

X desire te further point out that X was present an the argue eat upon this 
mettea yeeteriay mowing and the attorney for tee defendant let the proverbial. cat ' 
•»-**' the bag mm te disclosed in open court teat ■'my daimSt tetete ss$roved by tea 
editesial office* in Saw Xjdt and tee general asmeger in teicago amt teat 
ted »y steak in Ms possession when he wrote me under date of tefeMfc ?te, 1942. ' 

Wmm tela it «•» am te seen that tee only pampas «■ of pweteattei eeMSMysste ■■ ■ 


f&itimg knew the tera* of eoapoasotion agreed to IttKtt Click and myself 
as« farther that the sworn stateaent of Sr. %itiag that I mm ‘discharged* at the 
a*aa* ti-e as Hr. Haters, to wit; on or about January 27th » 1942, is false and fic- 
titious. la addition there ware other assi.casents that Mr. Ifeiting offered to me 
hat seme of Mich 1 did not undertake, all subsequent to the date of my alleged 
diwiisaal. 

It is interesting to note that although. the atoning affidavits are nmBbersd 
«ai although the eoaplaiot set* forth the exact Bases aad titles of the service® 
for which this notion is based the defendant has offered a blanket denial of all of 
this arterial and states that I ms paid therefor. 

A reading of the doeuaentary proof which has been attached to this affidavit 
«** ationdsnt eireuaatasees clearly dispels this defense. I further point out 
in the noting affidavit that although mathloa has fee®& jsads that there is a serious 
<PM»#ti«a ** defendant ooiatiauiBg in business, the- defendant has failed to deny 
liistlsfi although Batri eial Seawall, the secretary of the dsfsudant eorpora- 
tfaa is still in the employ of the defendant, aha has not denied the statosoet con- 
tained in isi* Motlag sf ft davit that -she had advised a® over the telephone that ay 
Mil had boon approved an* that the check -so aid be forthcoming fro® 

*shoioo.t and forgotten Hesse* referred to by Mr. Whiting are setters 
steals t ha® take® out of the Click film and personally delivered to Mr. Shitia* ®a 
SScbsaary 11th at the ti»e of ay final conference with hi*,. 


Wtrt^er the statement by Mr. S&itiag that the *§ 300.00 for obtaining a 
traJMCript of testimony before a congressional cosoiittoe was unreason® ble since -a 
$15.00 per seek aassesgsr bey could ’a are done the asm thing is one sfh9XBMM% is 
frivolous and. as imposition upon Mia Court shea the services performed thoreSfci:. are 
tefisltely ®et forth in the mono® affidavit# and net disputed by Sr. nMt&feteVfM 

‘ ' v As ' 

Of all, Me fosogteh®, if i-e respectfully prayed Mat the plaintiff** ‘ 


for wsssary judgnest be granted. 
9mm to before so Mis 
f&fh tee of Jbb®. icus. 
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